COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
FEBRUARY 3, 2004
CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON

The Board convened in the Commissioners Hearing Room, 6th Floor, Public Service Center, 1300
Franklin Street, Vancouver, Washington. Commissioners Stanton, Pridemore, and Morris, Chair,

present.

PROCLAMATION

Commissioner Morris read a proclamation declaring 2004 as Operation Hero Miles Year in
Clark County, Washington. [Donations of frequent flyer miles could be made
www.heromiles.org). A representative from the Red Cross accepted the proclamation.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Commissioners conducted the Hag Sdute.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Curtis Achziger, Vice-Presdent, NE Hazdl Dell Neighborhood Association, requested that
Commissioner Morris make a presentation on the neighborhood association’s behalf. Morris
presented an award to Dan McNay, Inspector for Clark County’s Department of Community
Deveopment, for excellent work.

BID AWARD

Reconvened a public hearing for Bid Award 2355 — Samon Creek Outfal Stabilization Project.
Mike Westerman, Generd Services, read amemo from Generd Services requesting that Bid
2355 be awarded to the lowest responsive bidder. There being no public comment, MOVED
by Stanton to award Bid 2355 to Advanced American Diving Services, Inc., of Oregon City,
Oregon in the total bid amount of $146,882.34, including Washington State sdes tax, and grant
authority to the County Administrator to sign al bid related contracts. Commissioners Morris,
Stanton, and Pridemore voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 73)

CONSENT AGENDA

Morris asked for clarification from Budget office saff regarding item 5 — Notice of Hearing for
supplementa gppropriation in the amount of $17,296,433.

Jim Dickman, Office of Budget, explained that the request has to be advertised as just the
expenditure side only and they don’t net at this point when they advertise the revenues againgt it.
He said he thought that in doing that, it would be an increase of about $1 million across dl funds
if you add the revenues againd it.
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Morris sad thisis another ingance in which the figure looks large, but in redity the money is
coming from the outsde in and it’s not just normd tax dollars that they’ re talking about.

Santon referenced agendaitem 1 — Livingston Mountain Resolution. She explained that there
had been a miscommunication in the office and the board hadn’t been provided a copy of an
gpped from Keith Hirokawa. Also, Stanton wanted to gpologize for comments she had made
during a previous meeting. Subsequently, the board was given a copy of the letter; however,
Stanton said it didn’t change her decision.

Pridemore agreed and added that it was an extremely good apped. He also didn’t see anything
that would overturn the hearings examiner.

Morris noted that she had initidly received the | etter.

Pridemore referred to item 6 — Continuation of the Custodial Contract with Encore Group
NW. He dtated that they have done extremely good work in the community, as well asthe
building.

Stanton asked for direction regarding approva of agendaitem 1.
Rich Lowry, Prosecuting Attorney’ s Office, responded that he felt the board had already
provided the basic certification necessary, i.e. they read the letter to the extent that they didn't

have it before and it didn’t cause them to change their conclusions as to the appedl. Lowry
noted that he asked the Clerk of the Board to include the board’ s conclusion in the minutes.

There being no public comment, MOVED by Pridemore to gpprove items 1 through 15.
Commissioners Morris, Stanton, and Pridemore voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 73)

PUBLIC HEARING: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Held apublic hearing to take testimony regarding the update to the Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan. At this hearing the following was consdered:

1. Proposed changes to the 20- Y ear Comprehensive Growth Management Plan text and
policies contained within.

2. Implementation Measures — Proposed zoning ordinances necessary to implement the
Comprehendve Plan.

Morris asked about the appropriateness of taking public testimony regarding the map, since it was
advertised as a public hearing on the code.
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Rich Lowry, Prosecuting Attorney’ s Office, responded that he didn't think there would be any harmin
accepting testimony regarding the map.

Morrisindicated that they had received a substantial amount of paperwork just that morning. She
doubted the board would be able to make any decisions on the code at today’ s hearing, given the fact
that they haven't had a chance to read the materias.

There was brief discussion and it was decided to go by the sign-up sheet.

Howard Goff, owner of property in the Meadow Glade area, stated that he had concerns regarding the
code. He said that in looking at the map — the southern Meadow Glade area— it appeared there were
two lots per acre. Mr. Goff asked the board to consider a change in zoning for property ownerswho
are potentidly going to develop their property from a one lot per acre under arura requirement. Goff
asked if it would be cost judtified for them to have to do residentia-level improvements to those lots and
then get only one additiond lot per acre. He further explained. Goff also referred to a proposal, which
would change the zoning in the Meadow Glade area from one house per acre to 1/10 acre-5,000 sg.-ft.
lots, which isaconcern to many of the resdentsin that area. He said it gppeared that the current
proposa showed two lots per acre. Goff said he persondly liked the idea of three lots per acre, without
the possibility of having four lots per acre. He mentioned consderation of R1-15 as an addition to the
code. He said there didn’t seem to be a zoning classfication for a 15,000-22,000 sq.-ft. lot.

Patrick Lee, Department of Community Development, said there wasn't a specific coding category that
identified that as the minimum square foot lot. As Goff indicated, the R1-10 does alow up to 15,000
s0.- ft. as the maximum lot sze within that zone.

Goff asked what the minimum was on the R1-10 — 10,0007
Lowry said it was 10,000 unless some other code provision applies, such as density transfer.

Goff asked if the next step up would be 20,000- 30,000 sg.-ft. lots, which would represent roughly a
1/2-3/4 of an acre.

Lee sad yes, it would be the R1-20 zone.

Peter Krause, 92™ Avenue — north of 179" Street, commented on the incresse in density that's
projected. He said there is a primary school in the area and it would be dangerous to expose the
children to high density traffic. He indicated that he had spoke with many of the resdentsin the area and
they see no benefits from expanson — only detriments. Krause stated that his home was especidly built
to accommodate his physical condition, and he would not be able to afford to build another house such
asthat. Nor would he be able to sell hishome. Lastly, he talked about a wetland arealocated just east
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of 92" Avenue and north of 179" Street. He said in his opinion it would be highly unconscionable to
make it aresdentia area.

Richard Johnson, [no address provided], stated that on January 31, 2003, he and his wife had
submitted aletter to the board regarding the proposed zoning change from RC-1 to R-5. Mr. Johnson
read that |etter doud. Johnson said he fdlt that county government needs to have consstency in policy to
alow people to plan for the future. He noted that 6 out of the 10 homesin Sequoia Meadows || were
owned by senior citizens. He then quoted a sentence from the draft of the Comprehensive Plan for
2003-2023 — “The zones may be gpplied in amanner that provides for dengties dightly higher than
existing urban development, but the density increase should continue to protect the character of exigting
areas.” Mr. Johnson said that he didn’t understand how going from one home per acre to as many as
ten complies with that.

Carolyn Teclanberg, 10320 NE 178" Circle, presented a petition to the board that was signed by
over 100 owners of homesin acreage in the southern section of Meadow Glade. She asked that the
commissioners study the petition and keep in mind the points enumerated therein when they consider the
20-year growth plan.

Lynn Hicks Assgtant Superintendent from the Battle Ground School Didtrict, asked that the board
carefully examine the current boundary adjustments with respect to the residentia development in the
Battle Ground School Didtrict. Ms. Hicks provided some background information, asindicated in the
letter she submitted to the board.

Mark Paliteer, Battle Ground School Didrict, expressed the following concerns: 1) The last bond was
passed in 1993, which was mostly for remodd and only added aminima amount of square footage, and
four subsequent bond attempts have failed; 2) Finding and purchasing building sites and there is no Sate
meatch available for property purchase and they are having to compete with developers for property; 3)
Two of their current schools are outside of the proposed urban growth boundary [tapes goes blank for
afew secondg]...Mr. Pdliteer stated that given the continued increase in the number of students, they
would ask that only their land be brought back in so that they can provide schools for those students; 4)
Urban holding — this ordinance would insure that adequate public infrastructure, including schools,
would be in place to serve new development at the time it occurs; and 5) No net loss— this policy
would alow schoal digtricts to effectively plan for the specified number of sSudentsif industrid lands can
be converted to resdentid.

Denise Siffarm, Attorney, Preston Gates & Ellis, spoke on behdf of the Consortium of Clark County
Schools, stated that the Stuation in Battle Ground illustrates that the school digtrict’s, as necessary
public infrastructure providers, are very concerned about the numbers they are seeing. She said it only
reiterates earlier comments they’ ve made in letters, aswell as public testimony, that the county consider
adding a policy that would expedite the permitting of public schools and insure that infrastructure isin
place when it's needed to serve students.
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Morris asked if it was correct that in the last “go around” of the map, in which they had substantialy
increased the job producing land to the resdentia land, if that factored into their ease at providing atax
base.

Hicks said it could help.
Morris wanted verification regarding the number of new eementary schools — was it Sx?

Hickssad yes, that their setup for eementary and middle schools was around 900 students for K-8 —
K-4 isabout 450 and 5-8 is about 450, and the middle school was probably smaller than what might be
found in the Vancouver/Evergreen School Didtrict.

Morris sad that in the Battle Ground School Didrict, requiring that schools be insde urban growth
boundaries could be especidly difficult from a trangportation perspective. She asked Ms. Hicksif she
has identified where those dementary school students would come from and where the schools would
need to be built.

Hickssad they are currently working on identifying those gtes. She indicated that kids living in Y acolt
were bussed the furthest to Battle Ground, and so they were most likely looking at building ahigh
schoal in north county to help relieve that.

Santon sad the numbers are disturbing in terms of total number of sudents. She said that when they
put the lines on the map the way they exigt today, it was for the purpose of coming up with good capital
fecilities plans as to how those areas would be served. Then the next step would be to determine where
the most cost-€effective place to grow would be. She asked Ms. Hicks where she would choose to have
resdentia growth occur in her district and why.

Hicks said she would provide that information. She added that right now they are playing catch up and
that she worries about whether taxpayers would be willing to support that infrastructure.

Santon sad that one of the things she wants to look at as they make their find decisonisif there are
school districts with excess capacity now and, if o, where are they?

Pridemor e thanked the consortium and said this has been a process in which the school s have been
very actively engaged from the beginning. After looking a the maps, he fdt that Battle Ground and
Ridgefidd were going to have some red challenges. Ridgefield' s could be ameliorated somewhat if they
actualy do get the kind of industrial and tax base that the map suggests could develop there. He said
Battle Ground was in avery difficult Stuation. Percentage-wise, a greater share of the youth population
islikely to occur in Battle Ground and the board doesn't have the ahility to smply say no more children
in Clark County. He said it was something dl would have to struggle with.
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Hicks said they see that they have the most available land, but they need to be able to manage and
control that so everyoneisn't there dl a once. She asked that the board consider the Situation.

Morris said Ridgefield is the most posed to be able to afford new students because of what appears to
be avery large amount of job producing land that would ultimately be added to that school digtrict. She
sad it was aticky problem right now. Morris asked if school digtricts ever have discussons amnong
school didtricts about revenue sharing or change of boundaries.

Hicks said that Commissioner Stanton brought up that subject at a meeting with the school
superintendents over ayear ago, and it was't completdy well received.

Santon stated that when she says there ought to be one countywide school didtrict, it isnot well
received, but it sure would help on the board’ s end of baancing revenue and where the most logicdl,
best planned areas are for peopleto live. She said it would make it easier for the board, but one of the
board’ s respongihilitiesisto take alook at how the decisons that are made in terms of land use impact
al of thejurisdictions. It isone of the biggest chalenges the board has. Stanton aso appreciated the
schoals' involvement in the process.

Morris complimented the school digtricts and the consortium in helping to put together very hdpful data.
Hicks noted that county saff has been very hepful aswell.

John Karpinski talked about the code — specificaly about mixed use and proposed mixed use
ordinance. Mr. Karpinski referred to mixed usein Camas' recent ordinance — an overlay to an existing
industria business park designation. He felt a jobs-per-acre performance standard needed to be set. He
said the ordinance does afew things worth looking at, e.g. makes jobs built first or concurrent; doesn’'t
dlow any stand done residentia buildings, does't dlow single family detached structures; and it
provides 50% of the land for jobs. It does push the market in terms of what people want to do. It does
not flatly require sngle building mixed use, which was his overwheming preference. Karpinski said that
Camas ordinance has some ideas that aren’'t in Clark County’ s ordinance regarding ajob guarantee by
having a concurrency. He said there was a minimum density- per-acre of 10 units per acre.

Pridemore said arequirement for concurrent jobs that he liked best in asingle mixed use development
is Heritage Place. It was unable to fill its commercid spaces when it first opened and needed to move
forward with the residentia. So, the concurrent requirement would need some work on how to go
about doing that.

Karpinski said everyone is saying we need jobs, jobs, jobs, but the redity is 20% of industrid and 20%
of commercid lands are vacant, and the jurisdictions that were given more job land just rezoned the job
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land to resdentia because there is no market for jobs. He said if we are creating jobs, then there needs
to be a mixed use sandard that will implement that.

Morris agreed with many of the things Karpinski said. She asked him about the jobs- per-acre target.
She said awage level was adopted in the Mitigated D a number of years ago, but not in the code. It
was in the Comp Plan policies. She asked if that approach would be satisfactory because there are no
requests anymore for Mitigated D because no one is coming through with family wage jobs. She sad if
thisisfor jobs, there needs to be godsin mind.

Karpinski said the goal can be jobs-per-acre, family wage jobs, or both. He reiterated that standards
were needed.

Morris said the minimum lot sze for mixed useis 2,500 sg.-ft. — mixed use tends to have smdler,
boutique kinds of uses so they are harder to make money out of unless you dlow asmdl variaion ona
Safeway. It's harder to pay rent for new buildings, which makes it more difficult to recruit tenants.

Brian Shodgrass, City of Vancouver, expressed their support for ‘no net loss' and the more flexible
regiond policy language that Saff and the Planning Commission came up with. He said they support
having some kind of regiona guidance so that dl jurisdictions are encouraged to look at that issue. Mr.
Snodgrass referenced the specific wording on urban holding language, and said that it would be difficult
to work out until the UGA’s have been alittle more solidified. He said they arein genera support of
what has come from the Planning Commission and origindly recommended by county staff. He said they
generdly support gpplication of urban holding in dl of the expanson areas of the Vancouver UGA, as
recommended by county saff and the Planning Commission. He said doing so wouldn't be contrary to
GMA.. They do have a GMA requirement to have lands available over a 20-year period, and thereisa
gpecific GMA provison that encourages development of existing urban areas that are serviced before
new areas requiring new extension of services. From their perspective, it is squardy within the legd
congtruct of GMA. He further explained. Lastly, Mr. Snodgrass referred to some of the map changes.
He said as they understand it, the areas proposed to be added to the Vancouver UGA are 71%
resdentia, which isagood size increase and there is some concern about that. In terms of urban
holding, that would make it more important to have an application of urban holding. Snodgrass sad they
envison tha the ultimate language of urban holding would need further revision as they go forward, and
they would like to participate with the board and staff on that.

Morris had some questions regarding urban holding in which Mr. Snodgrass comments that 71% of the
area added to the Vancouver UGB isresidentid. She asked Snodgrass if he could tdll her what amount
of the 71% that the City of Vancouver would actudly be the service provider.

Shodgrass sad he would provide that informetion.

Morris asked Snodgrassif he was obliged by law to provide services just because someone asks.
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Shodgrass said no, but they do have established sewer and water service didtricts that extend outside of
city limits

Gary Goodwin, 6614 NE 139" Street, Vancouver, stated that his property liesin an urban reserve
area and he has heard that the origind plan he saw in the paper actudly included his property that was
going to come into the service area. Mr. Goodwin indicated that he lives north of 139" Street, a bit
west of 72™ Avenue. He said he heard that 7,500 sq.-ft. lots were going to be alowed on the south
sde of his property and he was going to continue to be in urban reserve. He explained that he had
hoped to bust out at least a one-acre parcel from his property, which is 2%z acres. Goodwin further
explained. He asked about the possibility of a zone change. He then referenced an article from 1993
and statements he had made — “they’re zoning al the property near the college dl high-density
agpartments. Now, where are you going to get the sewer to service that? Y ou're dready overloaded.”
Goodwin said that if you look at the college and where they zoned the apartment zone in 1993, there's
not one building there. He said if [the county] is going to zone everything and not be condderate of
where the services are and how expengive it will beto get to the services, they’ re going to have alot of
land that they think is available, but istoo expensve to develop.

There was discussion regarding the location of Goodwin's property.

Matt Lewis, Building Industry Association, 5007 NE St. Johns Road, Vancouver, spoke to the issue of
code changes. Lewis said that in regards to the urban holding, he had beentold by staff that the actua
concrete language is not being [tape cuts out] ...find boundaries are st.

Lee sad they were interested in action on the urban holding district, which would increase the minimum
lot size to 40,000; however, how extensive do they want to apply the urban holding policy if they were
to apply it in the specific language that Brian Snodgrass had referred to in terms of urban holding? He
sad they are recommending that it would not be gppropriate to finish that discussion until after the rest
of the processis played out.

Lewis reiterated the Building Industry’ s position on urban holding and that it' s an acceptable planning
tool in areas tha are eadly annexed and are directly contiguous to an incorporated municipdity. It saso
acceptable to have the devel oper/applicant show that public infrastructure is available to support that
development. However, he said they would argue that areas on the map north of 179" — many of the
expansion areas to Vancouver urban growth areathat aren’t directly contiguous to the City of
Vancouver — should not be placed in an urban holding zone that is contingent upon gpprova of the City
of Vancouver. In regards to mixed use, Lewis sad it will be the respongbility of the BIA's membership
to build out the plan that’ s approved, and in order for them to do that there needs to be some economic
and market redities in the implementing zoning ordinances. He said as far as mixed use, the concept is
supported by the building industry. However, asfar as true mixed use Lewis suggested that they should
have 2-3 types of mixed use. Lewis referenced the map and said that many of the areas that are
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proposed for mixed use are green field Sites on the urban fringe. He said they would propose a different
zoning, such as urban village zoning. Lewis further explained. He then commented on infill, Sating that
one of the changes, asindicated in the staff report as a question to the board, was whether to apply ifill
to expanson areas. He said the thought was that infill was designed for passed over parcels, and these
are parcels on the urban fringe. He said that in 10 years housing production was going to be afocus of
the county, and encouraged them to include any code changes that will increase the opportunity for
housing productions.

Morris asked Mr. Lewis where the urban village zoning has been used.

Lewis sad it’s been used in Horida and suggested that some of the planners might be able to provide
additiond detail. He said mixed use is a niche segment of the market now and there are some successful
examples. He gated that one of their more specific recommendations was the creation of asmall task
force throughout the rest of 2004 to look at an employment mixed use and residential mixed use. He
sad it might be worthwhile to bring in some experts from the development field, dong with county
planners, to create something that works.

Stanton asked how the urban village is different from what was identified as town centersin the origind
plan. Is urban village even smdler than atown center?

Lewis said he thought it was Smilar in concept, but alittle lessintense. He further explained.

Morrissadif they were going to have mixed use that has asignificant job requirement or especidly in
commercid, it'simportant to have successful housing otherwise those particular kinds of shopswon't be
able to survive because they' re not designed to draw to alarger region unlessthere sgoing to bea
gamdl-scale Safeway or drug store.

Pridemore asked Lewis if he supported the increase in the minimum lot sizes for those areas — urban
holding, urban reserve.

Lewis said they didn’t take a position on that.

Harold Hansen, 9901 NE 170" Street, Battle Ground, expressed concern about the Meadow Glade
area and stated that he would be commenting on behdf of the Meadow Glade Neighborhood
Asociation. He said it seems like they’ re going from the largest rura center in Clark County to an urban
holding for Battle Ground. Mr. Hansen pointed out that Meadow Glade is the largest of the seven rura
centersin Clark County and it's dso one of the oldest population centersin Clark County. Also, he
noted that the Meadow Glade water system Started in 1964 and was the largest private water systemin
the state of Washington until it was sold it to Clark Public Utilities in the mid-90's. Hansen further
explained. He said Meadow Glade is aso one of the most active neighborhood associations and the



COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
FEBRUARY 3, 2004
CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON

county is making maor decisons, yet no one has taked with anyone from the Meadow Glade area. He
sad the areawas very specia and they should be able to provide input regarding any changes.

Morris asked Mr. Hansen if Meadow Glade was a county neighborhood association.
Hansen said they went through the state of Washington to become a neighborhood association in 1989.

Morris explained that the county’ s neighborhood association office has been very aggressivein keeping
neighborhood association’ s updated about what’ s happening in their neighborhoods.

Hansen responded. [ Tape briefly cuts out]

Morris stated that there had been massve mailings, as well as discussions about changes to the
comprehensive planfor many years. She thought that if Hansen hasn't had any direct natification, it's
probably because they aren’t a part of the county neighborhood association network.

Hansen said he would like to know who has decided that Meadow Glade is going to become a part of
Battle Ground despite opposition from so many people.

Morris said the County Commissioners had settled on it July of 2003. She explained that [the map] was
circulated for avery long time and stimulated sgnificant reaction from a number of people who didn’'t
likeit. She said there has been variaions on it ever snce and significant changes from the Planning
Commission. It came back to the Commissioners and they made changesto it. Morris said they do
reglize how confusing dl the changes are and that she would be more than happy to come to a Meadow
Glade neighborhood association meeting, dong with Pet Lee, and have discussons.

Hansen asked that there be condderation as to where they are putting Meadow Glade— as a
neighborhood association and as arura center. He said the county would be taking away Meadow
Glade s ability to be arurd center.

Santon sad it’satough one because the question comes down to whether an ared srurd or urban.
She said shelooks a Meadow Glade and sees many indications that it's an urbanized areaand in her
opinionit should have been added to Battle Ground’ s urban growth boundary in 1994. She said there's
no doubt that they’ ve gone through alot of iterations with the map, but it’s dl been part of the public
process and they have listened to comments people have made. She said the current map
acknowledges Meadow Glade as an urban area, as opposed to arural area. She said they do have
rurd centers, but none of them have a proximity to a city as much as Meadow Glade does and that’s
where it becomesagray area.

10
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Pridemore sad the definition of arurd center isadightly urbanized area surrounded by rurd lands and
it’ sintended to serve arurd population. He said if nothing is done, Meadow Glade will become arura
center surrounded by an urban development, with no facilities planned for that urban level of impeact.

Morris noted that every time they bring someone into an urban growth boundary, they become
disturbed because they expected that things would be as they intended in perpetuity. She said she
thought urban centers were in a better bargaining position than anyone e se to become a part of an
urban areq, but ultimately are in charge of their own fate and also there alot of opportunities for
neighborhood associations to be effective. She agreed with Commissioners Pridemore and Stanton that
Meadow Glade would end up being surrounded by city and urban population.

Hansen said because Meadow Glade is so unique, they should be able to provide input.

Pridemore said they had certainly received alot of input, including testimony from John Karpinski on
behdf of Meadow Glade, which would have to be checked into. Pridemore said if they look at the
sewer dtuation, they know the step system wouldn’t work for much longer. They need to start planning
on how they’re going to get red sawer systemsin there. They need to look at what Meadow Glade is
going to look like tomorrow and can it remain a place where people want to live. He said there are alot
of challenges, but that over time this will probably be the best direction for Meadow Glade.

Morristold Mr. Hansen that they would stay in cortact.
Commissioner Morris closed public testimony for the morning.

MOVED by Pridemore to continue the hearing to February 17, 2004, a 10:00 am. Commissoners
Morris, Stanton, and Pridemore voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 74)

The Board of County Commissioners adjourned and convened as the Board of Health.

PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.

CONSENT AGENDA

There being no public comment, MOVED by Pridemore to approve consent agenda item #1.
Members Morris, Stanton, and Pridemore voted aye. Motion carried. (See Tape 74)

Adjourned
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